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Have here according to your deſire ſent 
= you my Thoughts, concerning the Ob- 
jections lately ſtarted by the Author of 
the Scheme of Literal , conſider d a- 
Wainſt the Book of Daniel. 

Lou were hinting to me, as 1 remember, 
iat they ſcem'd to you upon a. peruſal of 
em to be by no means concluſive, and in- 
ed I cannot but concur with you in that 
[1 pinion; nay am thoroughly perſwaded that 

_ cy will never impoſe upon or delude any 

15 Waſonable and judicious Perſon; being, as ap- 
ears at firſt ſight, grounded on Fallacy and 
dphiſtry, and a very narrow and ſuperficial 
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dt being really in earneſt in what he ſays, 
d that he attacks the Book of Daniel with 
e ſame Politick deſign (but with leſs foun- 
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nowledge of things. But indeed to tell you 
e rruth, I am apt to ſuſpe& our Author of 


ang that the Famous Blondel did Ignatius s 
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(3) 
E piles 8 to ſuſ ay a little the Argu- 


qther wilt; "T3 V4 
I am t00 Gat . 2 
per and Diſpoſition, not tö be ſeniidte.” "hat 
however weak and triflling any Objections 
may be which are at any time rais'd againſt} 
Chriſtianity it ſelf in general or any part off T 
it, or againſt any thing, that may in the leaſt ab 
affect it, you are nevertheleſs very deſirous off D 
ſceing Oppoſition immediately made againſt J hes 
them, nor only to prevent any miſchief they 2 
may do among either the Diſſolute or Injudi- 
cious part of the World, but alſo that a well- . 5 
grounded Zeal for Religion, and a fund of ien 
Learning and Knowledge may be eminentiy 
viſible amongſt its Profeſſors. 1 
I have therefore endeavour d to anſwer in 
ſome meaſure the former of thoſe Ends, tho 0 
without any pretence to the latter, and have Wc 
ventur'd to exceed the uſual bounds of a let- WMe-rti, 
ter in examining the ſeveral Objections in Wer, 
their order as largely as was requiſite; in [ lie 
which examination if 1 have not totally over- ere 
thrown them I may venture to affirm thus Mar 
much, that I have conſiderably weaken'd: — 1 ; = 
foundation, and made the finiſhing ſtroke ſome - or 
ching caſier to thoſe that will undertake * Jon 
N 


(3) 

mn the following Remarks that I might not 
- accusd by my Adverſary of any Miſrepre- 
ntation and Miſquotation, I have premis'd 
he Objections at their full length, and have 
lone thè Author all the Jultice, that can * 
xpetted. | | 


_ Object. . 


T1 HAT the undes Daniel mentioned by E- 
:hiel cou d not be the Author of the Book 
ie Daniel, ſeems plain. Fot Ezechiel who Pro- 
* hecied in the fifth year of | Fehoiakim King 
4 Judah, implies Daniel at that time to be a 
I moan in Years. Whereas the Book of Daniel 
Peaks of Daniel at that time as a Youth, and 
1 en made an Eunuch as is generally ſuppos d. 


0 un Author you obſerve, begin his 4 at- 
ck very ſormidably and confidently with aſ- 
1 rting a contradictory account of the ſame 
in erſon at the ſame time in the Books of E. 
bel and Daniel. Very formidable indeed! 
ere all this true, But what if it ſhou'd ap- 
Fer on the contrary, that neither Exechiel 
Wrophecied in the fifth year of Fehoiatim. 
Por Erechiel and Daniel ſpeak of the ſame Per- 
Jon at the ſame time, nor Exechiels words 
In 1 A 2 im- 


_ > | 
imply. what our Author would have them? be f 
Won't you agree with me in thinking that * 
our Author has very little of the Critick in " 
him, and very much of the Sophiſter * This 
I don't doubt will be the conſequence if 1 2 
make out thus much againſt him. For the 4 
Proof therefore of my firſt Aſſertion I argue * 
from Ezekiel himſelf and other Chronologers. f ar 
Ezekiel ſays Cap. 1. v. 2. Toro To ems To iur. we” 
e Tis AN N Ted ga Ioan. in our | 
Engliſh Tranſlation thus, which was the fifth n 
year of Fehoiakim's Captivity. Where Theoabret, ff 
LaPas 9e x dus auT0s dio vi Ser, on 8 Tis AXA 1 
Nn auvro TER £705, ü Ti Io T 
BuoiXias auXpanunas, & N, ws www, Ie wi 
gde unazs Baroinevons % oAlyas HZ. He him. 
ſelf clearly informs us, that this is not the fifth 
year of the Captivity, ( abſolutely) but of King 
Fehoiakim's Captivity. And this Fchoiakim. as 1 
ſaid, was the Fechonias that Reign d three months 
and a few days. The place to which his as 
ey is refert d to is his Provem: where we 
have theſe words: ds o Te Prams nezato Tis 
TexpnrTuas i TH mjprT@y tTu Tis auxpuaruns 
Iwaxuu TE N Texowis. This Prophet began to Pro- 
phecy in the fifth year of Fchoiakim's Captivity J 
who is alſo call d Fechenias. Again in the ſamc 
Proœm: di Iecexira Ths TgPrTeas Ig 
I rd nunaTY fTH Tis dixpaNuanaes Iwaxuu TY 
1 I:ncoris, So that Ezechiel began 1o Prophecy 1 J 
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. year of Fehoinkin's Captivity, who” ts 
„ald Fechonias.' Euſebius or rather St. 


t n ad ann. 1421, I» Babylone prophetabant 
WW aniel Exechiel. Where Scaliger; Hoc ve- 
m eſt. Viſio Exechielis contigit anno anteceden- 
„ erat quintus &  Captivitatis Fechoniæ & 
ni Zedechie. So that Ezechiel did not begin 
d Prophecy in the fifth year of Fehozakim, 
Mat in the fifth year of Jehoiatim's Captivity; 
Nie great difference between which two aſſer- 
ons we ſhall fee preſently. My ſecond aſ- 
Mrtion is a neceſſary conſequence of my firſt, 
will appear from the following conſidera- 
ons. Daniel was carried away Captive to 
„abylon by Nebuchadnex zar in the third year 
e Feboiatim; Fehoiakim reign'd eight years 
rer this Captivity, at the Expiration of which 
aht years he was ſlain by Nebuchadneg ar, 
ad was ſucceeded by Fechonias who is alſo 
lcd Fehoiakim; him after a ſhort Reign of 
WWirce months and a few days the ſame Nebu- 
Waanezzar carried away Captive: to Babylon, 
Ind plac'd Zedechias on the Throne; in the 
th year of whole Reign (which is alſo the 
ch year of Fechonias or Fehotakim's Captivity) 
rechiel firſt Prophecied. Now that the Cap- 
Wvity, and Succeſſions were in this manner, 
| appeal to Euſebius, Theodoret, Syncellus, &c. 
f Sam WT hat Erechiel firſt Prophecied in the fifth year 
pf Zedechiah appears from what I have ſaid al- 


the? 3 ready, 
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| ready. and from theſe words of Theedoret, as 
| Syncellus. The ard ſays, thus, in bis Procenſ 
in Ezechiel : v In Ts XgoPyT Gas Eun 
5 ref m,]. brei TH. EL Atoms Ian 1 
A» lexvis, iurvνον be. ing g re ZeShxie Ban 
Nelas. S& that Ezechiel began #0 Penne 
the fifth year of the Captivity Jchoiakitm, 
is alſo call d Jechonias, whith was alſo the ffili 
year Haw the Reign of Zedechias. And Hncellus a 
ann. Mund. 4.896. rd 4 irs Eedaxivy xicpus & 70 
ce en-. ijggν arge u,0 d , 1 
argoph ru Ied . In the fifth or. Zetel, 
— of the World the great Prophet Ezechie 
began to Prophecy. Thus then our Authior 32 J q 
unluckily at his firſt ſetting out committed 2 v 
ſmall Anacroniſm of eleven years. For fron 
the fifth year of Jehoiatim the firſt (which i 
the only Fehojakim that our Authors word | 
can be apply'd to) to the fifth of Zedechiah a 1 
Ezechiels firſt Prophecy is juſt eleven years >» 
which: number of years tho our — ha F 
omitted to take into his account of Time, 
mall make ſome uſe of againſt him, by ſnew 3 
ing that from thence Ezechiel and Daniel cou 
not ſpcak of the ſame Perſon at the fame tim. ; 
in their ſuppos'd different accounts of him I 
for Daniel ſpake of himſelf ſoon after: his owr r 1 
Captivity, and Ezechiel ſpoke of him full thirteen 3 
years afterwards.  - But this is not all; what 'is 84 
; -moſt ſurprizing, is that our ar Author ou 19 * 
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er 2 — Truth of what he ſays to ber 
Grotius, neither of whom agree, with ohr 
* dr; and both with me. Ibers words 
— up Anno tniceſimo ineumte ( ſolenpt 
<. fearri redintegratione & cultũs Dei inſtauratione 
eleberrimo- illa ume 18. Regis Foſie. acts ) 2 
1 diportagione Joiashinis ve Fes 
5 — 2 — =_ die (Fall 
24 extd ) ner 141497 
une ad fluviem Chebaris (Straboni & Pto- 
mæo Chaborræ didi) verſauti, prima uiſio a 
e et oblats. Grotius ſays thus. Furrat autem 
a Fechoniah per quinque anne; in Captivitate, 
„ Feberchel Prophetico afflarernr ſpiritu, ſicur 
tas habet. Does not our Author now 
5 Wppcar. to have great Authority of his fide? 
This is à plain indication of very great inad- 
Fertency, or very unpardonable inſincerity. I 
Home now to my third and laſt Aſſertion, 

43 zhich- as it is to be determin'd by the words 
4 4 Pf Rreabiel, makes it r to cecite the 
1 — — at full as they ſtand in the Prophet. 2 
Cap. 14. V. 14. Kc $2 Gow 6 red di. 
e pew ee, Na & * 102, av- 
1 Ty Nx dur o t M Ni, K de ls. 

im n — - Engliſh Tranſlation thus, 7howgh theſe 
Own | q rer aden, Noah, Daniel, and; Job were in it, 
irteen ſhou'd deliver. bas uheir own. Souls by their 
hat iy 3 Wighreouſreſs 35, ſaith tbe Lord God. + Again, Cap. 
A re-. i v. 8. My aoparages d 0b Ty Aw; oP dN 

fer | A 4 ra- 


D f (3 9 
el ust, on 9 ige d. In the Bugtith Mr a 
Ttanſlation thus, Behold, nos art an Mut 
Daniel; there is no ſecret they ran hide from thee. | hin 
Theſe are the Paſſages our Author refers u ſign 
to, and conſequently are to be look d upot and 
as thoſe on Which his Argument is founded gu 
Let us conſider the firſt. Here, If I miſtak¶ poc 
not, our Author argues from the word Age, this 
or from nothing. Now if I prove that theſirho 
Age of the ſtveral Perſons mention d here, is" 3 Wo 
not deſigni'd to be ſignified or determind by tt 
this word; then our Author, I hope, will al. La 
low that Erechiel does not here i e WI 
he vouches him for. For if this be provd 4 by 
not to be deſign d, how can our Author fay! 1 
it was? Firſt" then L ask him, whether this . 
word in the ſignification he wou d give it, 1 » 
adds, if retain'd; any Emphaſis to the Paſſage, ſ = 
or if removd takes off from it > It's Plan Ws 
there wou'd neither'of theſe follow upon ſuch = 
Suppoſition. For what has the Age of theſe | E 
Perſons to be inſiſted on more than that of il © 
any other? 1 ask our Author 24 Whether 
both of theſe don't follow on the ſuppoſition i | 
of its ſignifying extraordinary Virtue and Ex- 1 
cellency in thoſe Perſons above all others? 
This is too Evident to be denied. Therefore 
J infer that EZechiel meant it in this laſt Senſe 
\: not in the firſt, unleſs our Author will up I 
phat” Exechiel uſes words > jen any 9 N | 
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my or meahing in em at all. But perhaps our 

Nutchof will tell us, that àdges can imply no- 
ber l its on proper and genuine 


ers” ignification but the Age of thoſe Perſons; 
- UPOh — with his uſual judgment will ar- 
unded Siguc- negatively for it from that Paſſage of - 
niſtakcWpocration vis. Ardgsia d Ter dd N,. But 

"I; rhis Augument will be of as little Force as 


hoſe our Author has already made uſe of. 
or ion does not here exclude all 
ther Senſes of the word, but tells us as the 
atins ſay Simpliciter, Avripur rte outs. And 
vhat the other Senſes of! it are, we learn from 
4 the Een. 0-27 Artig wen 70 dim 2d onhal To 
ae yiſrera; 0 ar. CHUA bet: N rlooaga - oy p- 
is c, meg wer) Ad, or imer Myoa TroAv 
\ Viuiar ra, Ws To, A Age feen © hows „ % ward, 
rn fur Tov o ag, os To, à l d- 
ess fore — 8 Toy ardeos' Mf, & ονντ ws T0, d 
Fe vi ye er drdear ice acubug. ee then are 
four Senſes of the word, which are ſufficient 
to prevent our Author from appropriating 
one ſingle one to it. Our Author's laſt re- 
fuge is to recur to the Hebrew for his Senſe 
of the word; but here he meets with the 


lat the 3 


2X ſame repulſe; for wax according to the He. 
braiſts ſignifies primarily wiſer ob peccatum. Thus 
L have ſhewn that this Paſſage of the Prophet 
makes nothing to our Authors purpoſe. And 
E | as to 2 2d, that makes, if poſſible, much 
| leſs 


(610 
4c6 for him. What our Author muſt; aim to 
ſtrikt out of it, amounts to this. Daniel is 
nere repreſented by Bech as a Perſbn of e. 
minent Wiſdom, therefore, he is repreſented 
as a Perſon in ycars. Where's the oanſtquence 
Not only reaſon with Nau s oi BN * 
yeois & drdgeow. reh, Jaye, g rag 
z01x5T% N, but Daniels own: — of 
himſelf, according to the Author of the Book 
of Daniel (who at leaſt muſt have the Credit ſh a 
uf an Antient Hiſtorian }-/ utterly! denies it. 
For he Himſelf tells us C. . v., 17. that du- 
2 his neee aN omng © rd ög,!ỹ Þ 
Daniel had undenſtauding in all 1%. 
ons | and 1 Dreams, and Cap. 2. v. 49. N N-. 
o a br rras rds pe Sr 7 
of n This alone is dnfficient: to.confute 
our Authors concluſion from this laſt Paſſage Þ 
- of Erechiel, without any thing farther added 
to it. But however we might have allowed 
to our Author without doing him any good. 
or the Book of Daniel any harm, that Ezecbiel 
did really imply whatever is contended for; 
ſince, as is provd above, Exechiel and Daniel 
are far from ſpeaking of the ſame Perſon at 
the ſame time. Thus 1 = gone thro with 
the Examination of our Author's: fic Objecti- 
on; anil I hope with ſuck ſucceſs,” that my 
Reader will begin not to deſpair of ſeeing our 
| Author 


_ 
1 
= 


fur) 
Author quite diſpoſſeſs d of his ficong holds, 
ſince he perceives this to make derer 


——Ab uni aiſce omnes. 


ohe. 2. 


er "Devieh in enpecearey. in the Book of 
Daniel, as carried Captive in the 8 
Captivity, and living to the Reign; of Cyrus, 
and | that. chiefly, at the Courts of the Kings 
of Babylon and Perſis, under whom he was 
for the moſt part a great Miniſter of State 
and yet the names of the ſeveral Kings of his 
time are all miſtaken- in the Book of Dame; 
and particularly the Darius ſo often mention d. 
is ſuppos d from the Actions attributed to him 
by ſome to be Cyaxares 24. King of Perſia, and 
by others to be Nalonidus King of Chaldea, 
which miſtakes Daniel who liy'd at the Courts 
of thaſe/ Kings, cannot be ſuppos d guilty of, 
nor indeed any one who liv'd near the time 
of thoſe Princes. And it alſo ſeems more 
ſuited to an Author that liv'd long after, wri- 
ting of things done a long while ago, to talk 
of Nebunhadne as living with the Beaſts of 
the Ficld for ſeven Years, - and cating Gras 
like Oxen, and having his Hairs grown like 
Eagles Feathers and: his Nails like Birds Claws, 
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of his Kingdom, than tönt who! Hod 18 
Nebuchnanezzar's time, and was a great Man 
at Court. Ss, Won 28 1111— 
N 1 4 | 
9 00 
OuR Author i is himſelf here guilty of what 
he frequehitly cenſures others ſeverely for; that 
18, 2 Weder aſſertions, , without" any 
It would have been the leaſt that 
bd be expected from him, to give us ſome 
Reaſon for ſo heavy an gecuſation, which, 
were it true, would undeniably go a great 
way towards compaſſing what our Author 
drives at. But in ſhort, there is one thing 
which would not allow us any reaſon for this 
imputation, becauſe indeed no reaſon could be 
given for it. Our Author, it ſeems, was' ſuf- 
ficiently aware of the "ewe Difficulty he wou'd 
be put to in proving \ theſe miſtakes u 
Daniel, and therefore is contented with the 
bare mention of em. For in truth, which 
way would he go about it? What Author 
wou'd he take for his Criterion? Or who 
would he ſet in Oppoſition to the Book of 
Daniel it ſelf, which as yet, for any thing — 
Author has hitherto ſaid to the contrary, 
of as good Authority as ever it was? Boes 
not our Author perceive plainly, that in ſay- 
ing Daniel is miſtaxen in the Names of his 
Princes, he ſuppoſes this Book not to have 


been 


(23) 


been written by the Trophet, and begs the 
queſtion? Dots notahe conſider that this Aſ- 
ſertion of his depends entirely for: its Truth 
on ſome prior proof of a counterfeit upon 
Daniel? But however, not to inſiſt upon this 
advantage againſt our Author; won't he en- 
deavour: to prove this miſtake, upon the Au- 
thor of the Book of Daniel, by ſhewing he uſes 
Names different from thoſe of other Writers? 
Undoubtedly this wou d be our Author's me- 
thod of doing it, as he himſelf ſeems to in- 
timate, by telling us that the Darius in Daniel. 
is by ſome thought to be Cyaxares 24. King 
of Perſia, and by others to be Nabonidus King 
of Chaldea. But 1//, our Author muſt be de- 
fir'd not to give himſelf the trouble of citing 
any Names from antient Greek Writers a- 
gainſt the Book of Daniel, which is allow'd by 


him to have been wrote either in Hebrew or 


Chalgee, or both, becauſe, in the firſt place, it 
is no ſmall queſſion, whether there be any 
Foreign Prince among the Greets at all, that 
anſwers to the Darius in Daniel, or if their be, 
who it is; and in the next, becauſe it is very 
notorious that the Greets are not to be de- 
pended upon for Perſian, Median, and Babylo- 
niſb names. 2dly, If the Book of Daniel dif- 
fers from Beroſus &c. in its names; our Au- 
thor is deſird to prove that the miſtake is in 
the Book of Daniel. zaly, Our Author is de- 
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| firs top tobe that the Names Which the Book Þ 
not rally at 


of Diet gives its Printesg did not 
any time belong to thofe Princes ſinoe it may 


of Name Was very commem among Bufteth 
Princes. This I think, ſufficiently: 
all the Force of this Objection as tor iti firſt 
part. As to the ſecond it is only 4 
of our Author's peculiar Acuteneſs ànd Saga 


city in diſcerning what is ſuitable to! Wrirers, 1 , 
agine, ſo nice an Obfer- 8 
vation has eſcaped the apprehenſion of valgar i 


what not; but; I im 


be ſhewn' beyond all Exceprien;”that «change 4 


Wo 


ri 


Readers, and muſt be Explain' and Illuſtrated In 


before the Jultneſs of it can de 9 
Object. 3: 


THAT Dal who was a Petlon: citried 


Captive in the Babyloniſh Captivity cannot be 1 
ſuppos' to be the Author of this Book; which 


abounds with Derivations from the Greeks, 
which was a Language 


unknown ro the Jes, 


in and for a long while after the Captivity, 10 


and not underſtood by them till the Grecian i 


Ecpite prevail'd, and they became Helleniz'd. 
Anſwer. 


HERE our Author ſhews a' moſt extraordi- 


nary Skill in drawing concluſions. - For take 


notice, 


614) 


Rook tics: % He draws an Argument ftom. the 
3 part of Dawels where theſe ſuppos d 


1 * 

may derivations appear, againſt the Hebrew, part of 
ange . which is much the greater, and where it 
et n 
WOYs 


as no place 24h, He concludes, that becauſe: 
he Fews were unacquainted with the | Greek 
aguage, till the Gracian Empire prevail d, 
Wercfore the ſuppos d derivations from the 
L cck , which appear in the Chalder part of 
1 „ 
5 ne when the Fews became Helleniz'd, or at 
aa not ſo high as the B 2 2 : 
bat is to ſay, * the C 

ended for its derivations from the Greeks 2 
the Fews being FHelleni d. Which who 
er Aſſerted before our Author, or ever will? 
at, 1/, it may juſtly be queſtion'd, who in 
Mie caſe before us were the Borrowers, the 
es or Chaldeans; ſince it was Objected to 
ie Greeks Ages ago, that they were no lefs 
s, Plagiaries in their Language , than | in their 


ews, .carning. Tatian, Nlevs 2m” as . ouyyeus 
ity, ny  egunreias nu 6 ag 1 Sd 
cinn eg on rag d,, ou Pigeon dub: r, e 


„„ NAR ο Dictiones minime nativas colitis & 
„ laris aliquando vocibus abutentes promiſe cuam 
3 re linguam efficitis. | Again; EXA ms 

1 | EQRANT ay TW iar e auras 40 aud NE eZady- 

43 4 @T1080 uptir 1d. ooPiouaTa & 

vitas didtiones rr vobis auferat, veſfra vos 

3 ſophiſmata 
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fphiſmata defcien, 


(16) 
and the words c obgila; 


from hence the Chaldeo words 'anfwering 10 = | 


them ate ſuppos d to be Yerivdg appear pretty 


plain not to be of Grret Extraction fromi the 


fame Tatian, and from Clemens Alex. The firſt tl 
fays, | Mapous: de x; —_ r avaymeow amy: em 
xo Pevyes ds & ee tw dd oN ae- 

Non d yeoror vf TIOOLNTD. A 4 Ate 4 ohn. | 

po tibiarum modulationem didiciſtis, Phryges autem x: 


atrique : Ruſtici fiſtule concentum exco itarunt. The 
latter gives this account of itz Pao 3 %, σ N 
ay over y Eaves £veUy Tor pg; aiunt au. 1 
tem obliquam quoque fiftulam Saturum inveniſſe 
Phrygem. Beſides, the Derivations alledg d are 4 
not like . P orphyry Sz am Ty b 9% 10a XL d Ty | ; 
ebe Teru, Proverbial or Metaphorical phra- 
fes peculiar to the Greeks, but ſimple words 
only, whoſe Original is not ſo eaſily trac'd 
out as that of Phraſeologies. 24) Allowing 
theſe to be Derivations from the Greeks, the 
Age of the Book of Daniel is not brought 
down a ſtep lower; For Grotius expreſſly tells 
us that theſe very Derivations might be had 
from the Greets among the Chaldzans before 
Nebuchadnezzar's time. Ante Nebuchodonoſori 

tempora celebris erat Thaletis & aliorum, qui ovpo! 


4 unt, © 9 Again, Jam ante Danielem IJ | 
magnet —— olum & Jonum coloniæ in Aſiam de. 2 4 
ducts Grecas voces illis in locis ſparſerant. This = 
he might ſafely ſay, for the Ianian colony; as | 4 
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(tr) 
re arc inform d; was made about 140 years 
ter the Trojan: Was. So that the Bock of 
daniel neither abounds with Derivations from the 
reeks, as ouf Author words it, nor if it did 
the CHalate part of it, wou d it prove its 
ompoſition later than is generally ſuppos d. 


| . 4. 


| IT does not t appear that the Book of Daniel, 
Jas Tranſlated into Greet, when the other 
3 Wooks of the Old Teſtament were which are 
tributed to the Seventy. The preſent, Greek 
erſion inſerted in the Septuagint being taken 

om Theodotion's Tranſlation of the Old Te- 
ament, made in the 24 Century of Chriſt. 


Anſwer. 


THIS Objection is propos d by our Author 
Nery Artfully and Ambiguouſly, but under the 
me Diſadvantage with a former one, being 
ot ſupported by any proof. He has built it 
ntirely upon the ſuppoſition of a real Tran- 
ation of the Old Teſtament by the Seventy, - 
ben at the ſame time, thoſe words, which 
ee Auributed to the Seventy, give us Reaſon 
or ſuſpecting our Author of being differently 
erſwaded, z. e. of thinking there were really 
oo ſuch general Tranſlation by the Seventy. 
; B This 


EATS CID COPS YH 24 =+ aa: + - <2 
* - 
S—x * « — _ 


n ?F 
4 
" 

þ : 
$1 
41 


— 


3 r= - eo . 4 — a a4 h — —— 
RE IFRS I PT — x; — - — 
— cw- 0 — 0 
* %. 
— — wk 


2 GS 
— —— 


— . — - L 
— - 
E2 RICTUBEEEY Cit: AD IL Erect IRS RR US 


— — 


the Prophets at all by them, and ſided wit 3 


— 
„ _x 
— 1 
* 


proves too much. If he does not confine 


Moſes, the Book of Dari will menen 


(a8) 
This betrays SR like preyarication. 
But if I may be allo conjectures. 1 300 
the bottom of the deſign to be this; our 
Author was willing to ſecure himſelf a retreat 
which ever ſide he found himſelf prels'd ban 
upon; if the Book of Daniel Mond have been 
prov'd to have been Tranſlated with the of 
ther Prophets by the Seventy, our Autho 
wou'd immediately deny any Tranſlation off 


thoſe who aſſert the Lau of Aoſes only o 5 
have been Tranſlated by them; if on the con 
trary, his Objection had been at once over. 
thrown, by ſhewing there were no Tranllat. 
on of any Prophet made by the Seventy, out 
Author wou'd change his Party, and Reſolute 2 
ly maintain a general Tranſlation of the Old 
Teſtament, made by the ſame Seventy. Thi 
artifice muſt be allow'd to be very ingenious: 
But nevertheleſs I am afraid our Author will 3 
ſcarce be able to maintain his ground, let him 
take which ſide of the queſtion he will. For? 4 
if our Author aſſerts the Law of Moſes 10 
to have been Tranſlated by the Seventy, his 
Objection becomes levell'd equally againſt any 3 
other Prophetical Book, and aa m, 


the Septuazint Tranſlation to the Books of 


Freut to be one of the number of thoſe 
f 2 h Tranſlated 


o "x 4 
be” 


TEES. - 

guel; Z inflated by the Seventy. As for Irftance3 
+ Our ee tells us lib. 3. cap. 25. Nronipains o Ad. 
treat, ly: LEI THT AACR Tov Tee2oDAvuuraly us TW 
bard d be Jifxerer oper avrar wTabeeamiuinas Tas 


ee. Polens Lagi filius petiir nb Hieroſo- 
he it in Grærum ſermonem interpretatus haber# 
uthoi turns eorum. Again; Xwgions durds am 
n of, iA Tos marras, Th aur igel 
with eigen g rr n arne TH HEN, e reino. 
ly to rant eos ab invicem juſſit omnes candem inter- 
con Prrari feripturam, & hoc in omnibus libris fecit. 
over. lem. Alex. Strom. ib. 1. "Eeumwlnay 3 ms 


aſlati eads mis re 74 us, 8 οννπννπ ix The 
„ ou . Rep Na nix xu tis Tw E MAZ YH pas 
olute „ E Baokias TIN TY Ad ye, I we mite 5 

Old Praudiapy tmrnnborns. Yerſas autem fuiſſe 
Thi: Mr ipturas cum Legis tum Propheticas ex Hebræo 
ious: one in linguam Græcam aiunt tempore Ptolc- 


zi Lagi fili, aut ut dicunt nomulli tempore ejus 
t him 4 


fuit cognominatus Philadelphus. Again; Si- 
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wv eepemeuocy. Rex magno ſtudio contendens —— Bib- 


t any 8 
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ent) othecam omnibus ſcripruris exornare voluit ut 
fine n quoque eas, que apud ſe erant, 
s of 2 Petias in ſermonem Grecum interpretarentur. 
feſtly r. Hicrof. Catec. 4. 'Avrayinwoxe Tis Nelas 
thoſt Pescds, ms Union Io BibAus ths maAnits. Srabh- 
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T8 map 'Ebgatos XG. agHνν—fpuſ, pee 


Jeremia, Ezechiel, Daniel, & hic eſt Pentateu 


rum ſcripturam Græcis editam eſſe litteris aiſcat i 4 


bougros & TEA TY D r re 


— 


(20) 


neulliioes. Lege divinas ſeripturas viginti dud 4 
bros Teſſamenti veteris a Sept inta duo | interpre. | b 
tibus ver ſos. Again Ea, Ie ex 8 * r A- 3 
WA elend EIS Tis. mAcuas. Nadnas, 1 
Deinde Ezechicl & liber Danielis viceſimus a | 
cundus veteris teſfamenti. E piph. de Pond. & 
Mens. Kai BI Ws 4 ep r. Bio a au fra | 


Et ſic libri viginti ſeptem rati & recepti, wii * 
ti vero duo ſecundum alphabeti apud Hebreos el.. 
ments numerati transferebantur. Again; "ANu 4 | 4 
TE TL TUX OS 7D Juda rgũ pro b ledias, Ieghlia, 2 
I:Zexanny Aanimnn* Y Arm n Te OnTIN TUTATWY 12 ů 

Alius Pentateuchus duodecim Prophetarum, Eſaia, 9 


i 
= 


chus Propheticus. Iſidorus Hiſpal. ia Chronico ui 
Ptolemæus Philagelphus — Hic — Septuagintu 1 

interpretes petiit, ac divinas ſcripturas in Grecun 
Eloquium tranſtultt. Juſtin. Mart. Paræn. E 4% { 
ms D L, . Mots x; ra, ANN Gy T60P1T a! 'Y 
Tos T EN nay ve ph Yeahuaon yon mh 
Zak ir rug, iqazicus ors II A,, &c. "Y 
vero quis dixerit & Moſis & aliorum Prophets. 


ex Hiſtoriarum externarum Heftione, quod Ptole. 9 
mæus. Again, Apol. 2. O & rode 0 q 
AtyvTTian Bac? Kis huob hun: xa — 


1% ToTi Sac "Hecde, 48 N are avs F 
Toa 
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10 44 ms — * eee. 48 5 ul, Bac 
re. 1 vs * HgwaNs Tj edel eagle, Bbg 4 au Soi 

| YES eras Ant = Eu A 8% W yur 
pas a % avids Neu mis | Anus vas, 
„ aun, Wien, ms TB5 lur aba ra du- 
de am E MAY. S areas are H 
© rs vues, vue a ION Y Tap Anu 
. Ne. Ts My 2 mrad mes T7aow wow 
(Ono. alem Ptolemæus AÆgyptiorum 
Ae e inſlitueret, de Prophetiis quo- 
2 certior factus ad H erodem Fudeorum 
KRegem miſit copiam ſibi fieri Prophetico- 
librorum petens ; ac Rex quidem Herodes i- 
qud diximus Hebraici lingu con ſeriptos ad eum 
es fecit, verum cum Agyptiis ignota eſſent 
e ſeripta erant, denud legatione miſsi illum ro- 
vit ut ad ſc, WM, libros eos in Græcum transfer- 
* [ermonem ommes mitteret. Atque hoc ſic 
s, libri apud Agyprios permanſere ad hodier- 
r nuſque diem, ſunt illi etiam apud omnes ubi- 
Fudeos, Euſebius ad Ol. 124. [TroAzuaucs 
o "Tas ISN YexPas ix T's 'E- 
eg nns eis T1 Ed peTaCAnhmay ert 
Na Tay ECD PLUXONT 2 Ivo aß 'Ebexis o- 
© Wo 9 & Tus X&4T% TH AMeZardguzs XAT 
4 1 herr dur gAENUuͤ- ais anler. Tranſla- 
d by St. Ferom thus; Prolemeus Philadelphus 
divinas ſcripturas in Grecam vocem ex He. 
3 44 lingud per [xx interpretes transferri cura- 
* pit, quas in Alexandrina Bibliothecd habuit 


B 3 quam 


(22) 


qu fabi ex omni genere literature ene 
o theſe Teſtimonies, many mos 8 


added, if their Was an N for itz. bu 
theſe are ſufficient. for r.prefcnt 158 


But our Author will he apt to reply; T0 
What end are theſe Citations. produgd? Wha k 
are they intended to os 1 Is. 3 
word of Daniel; not ch 1 
his being Tranſlated; . ag d be The N 
by ſome 2120 mention of him. . Itane vero! 
Is this the on Evidence that will. ſatisfy, him! 2 
Let us cxamine this way of. Reaſoning 2 little, J 
and ſce what abſurdities it will lead us into 3 f 
Let us endeavour to prove from theſe Record, 
concerning the Septuagint une deen oN 1 
ther Prophet whatever to haye been Tranſl I Pe 
ted by them. Now if this be true, that to 
proof of it is neceſſary an expreſs mention of 
him, how can he ever be -proy'd. to be ww 2 
Tranſlated, ſince there is no ſuch. cxprefs men- 4Y * 
tion of him? and the ſame may be ſaid off 1 
every other Prophet of the Old Teſtament; | 
ſo that at laſt the reſult of the whole will be 
this, that no one Prophet will appear to have 
been Tranſlated by the Seventy, | tho” at the 
fame time, there are ſo. many that expreſſy | 
affirm ſuch a Tranſlation of the Fei 
Writings. Is not this admirable? Again, 1 
ask in What Senſe one of the Writers above. ; 
mention'd, can ſay the Jewiſh Scriptures, in 

| General 


* 


— & ON BEEN 9 E FIND 


1 7 . * 
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- ny 
crab wert Franſlated by the Seyenty, with 
et including a Bock which hiniſelf acknow- 

7 12 Tc to be a conſiderahle part of em? A 
| ——— Law. au the Prophets, without 
ing into the number of them, one whom 
umſelf eſteems imferiout to none? Another 
dat 22 Books werei Pranſlated hy the ſame 
erſons, Whithout reckoning a Book, which 
alf makes one of the 22? But further; We 
; far from being without expreſs mention 
3 a Septuagint Frandlaion of the Book of 
. For Origen, St. Feroms Euſelius. Poly- 
ius and the old : Scholiaſt, quote it frequent · 
= as a rcal Septuagint Tranſlation; and to 
1 2 may be added Apollinarius, as may caſily 
to: e gather d from thefe words of St. Ferow in 
on. Cap. 11. Dan. Soli Septuaginta * 
* $ We mominis queſtione liberantes interpret 66 ſtent; Et 
ate * ſuum tunc- inter Maria r 
ate woluntatis n, & veniet hora cone 
ſummationis eius. Nuo Apollinarius ſecutus de no- 
tine Apadno emnino conticuit. I know very well 
dur Author has in his Eye a Paſſage of St. Fe- 
n, which he is ready to produce againſt what 
2 Was hitherto been ſaid. The Paflage is this in 
rf! ant. Lib. Dan. . Daniclem Prophetam juxs 


1 11 | Leprunginta imerprotes Domini ſalvatoris Eccle- 
ave. / n gun, uwtentes Fheodotionis eartzore, G 
| 4 Eboc our” arciabrit, neſtio : Siu enim quis ſermo 
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(44) 


ro e Aſcrepat, nolwerins Sept. Interpreter 
pete rages ſervare' in Tranſlatione, five 
ſub nomine corum neſcio- que non ' ſatis Chaldæa 
linguam ſciente editus eſt aer, ve 2. "— 
extiterit, ignorans, hoc uman's 
multum a veritate diſcordet,- 
diatus ſit. From — it ma 
St. Ferom ſuſpected ſomething 
ing under the falſe name * a nr 
Tranſlation; but, I believe upon a due txa- 
mination of the whole, there will appear lit- 
tle to be inferr'd from thoſe words of his. 
For 1½. Allowing it to be a ſuſpicion, does 
not St. Ferom himſelf tell us, that it is a bare 
one, without Ground or Authority ? Does not 
he expreſſly declare himſelf ignorant of the | 
cauſe of the Septuagint Verſion being rejected? 
And if this had really been the cauſe of its 
being rejected, wou d not ſo Curious and In- 
quiſitive a Man as St. Jerom have known it? 
Again; does he not himſelf furniſh us with an 
Anſwer to this very ſuſpicion, by thoſe words 
preceding it, ſive enim quia: ſermo &c. 24h, 
This ſuſpicion appears plabiy to be rais d pure- 
ly to account for the Churches rejecting the 
Septuagint Tranſlation, and reading that of 
Theodotion : When therefore this is once ac- 
counted for, there being then no longer oc- 
caſion for it, it immediately diſappears of it 
SY Now what is mote „ or obvious than 
this? 


(25) 

mis? Tue Churches, as we are inform'd by 
the ſame St. Jem. ſupplyd by other Tran: 
lations; the defects of, the S eptuagint ariſing 
from depravations and corruptious in other 
Prophets and Books of Scripture as well 
as in Daniel. Now: why: might not the ſame 
Reaſon :induce them to reject the whole 
in Daniel, which inducd em to xeject a part 
of it in others? The Septuagint Verſion, cor- 
rocted by the later ones of Aquila, SHmmachus, 
and: Theodotion might have been retainꝗ in 
as well as in Exechiel,  Feremiah, &c. 
| not in ſo large a Portion; and might 
heut been follow'd in this manner by the 
Chirches, as well as by Origen; but they 
choſe rather, it ſeems, to — uſe of a Tran- 
lation, which was intire, and one with it 
ſelf, than another which wou d want frequent 
Emendations, and large Supplements; eſpeci- 
ally when Theodotion who took the middle 
way between ' Aquils and Symmachus came up 
very near to the more pure part of the S 
tuagint it ſelf. And if it be ask d, how the 
Septuagint Verſion of Daniel, ſhou'd be more 
corrupt: than that of any others? I anſwer, 
by the ſame means that the corruptions of the 
dame Verſion are greatly different both in 
number and conſequence in diverſe of the 
reſt. 34. St, Ferom himſelf ſcems to lay no 
ſtreſs. n this ſuſpicion,: or to give it the leaſt 
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(26) 
Ecounterianee. -" Tor in his Pref in Huang. ng | 
Dan: Be Has theſe words. Neues vero g d 


wereri diſpute Toſtamento : quod  Septvagints ſe 
Woribus in Gracam ver ung 
bd vos 1 que prrvenit.. Now” quero' 1 2 


, ee —— ut la vera in. | 
terpretatio; z Apoſtoli prubacuruut. Here it 
is plain he loeks upon Dawd! as Tranſlated by 
the Seventy, otherwiſe he wou d certainly have 
excepted him from thoſe comprehenſive rerins; 
veteri Teftamento. - Agding'tif he really hinWelf 
thought this 'Verſion® ſpurious, or that dhe 
Churches reje&ed*it, as thinking it to be uch | 
how comes it about, that he does not give us 
the leaſt Hint of this kind either in his Com- 
ment on Daniel or his Preface to it, where | 
he frequently cites the Septuagint, and com- 
pares it With others, and ſpeaks particularly 
of Theodotton's being taken into the Churches 
in the room of it . A dear Demonſtration | 
to me, that at this time he had either chang d 
his O pinion, if he had ever entertain'd any 
ſuch, or that he never defign'd by thoſe ex- 
preſſions, any thing beyond! a random conje- 
cure. I have dwelt the longer upon this head, 
not only to prevent dur Author frem Preſunn. 
ing too much on this rious of 
St: Ferm; but to ſhew/ at the ſame time that 
che L red fen, has tob haflily embraced = 
C- 


( +.) 


| 'dthe fame Notion, from the ſame: cxprefs: 
ſians,/y ho join d: with our Author might make 
him and his Objection: the more conſiderablo. 
I ſhalb eloſe this le Argument with a. 
remarkable: Paſſage o Afartyr.- He in 
his Dialogue wich 755pho the Jew, ſpeaks in 
the following manner. A d πτ A- 
Xagoupeah rebate - yours. . Ed 
b Ta. om Tar: zue [Image TH ATA. 
vt Bacind. bee ra, ægeo code gaß AA" We, 
brats nog ger b ors Nd Ygο N. 
Ni g u B rah. vent 
um rar. m og IIA Yarmueras TQiaCvT guy 
6&1 c Napp 806 rds 6 cngabiic, n Oebs 3. 
Ara mres v cabe dla. 2H ETolbnoxas. XEXAgUTY (LENO 
ara ννπ² —le dum d o as Benopay as r ag · 
Ad murru⸗ de dd rü hn dad EmMFR ys 
Tas vdr  Crrnotew | B/ CN, * as 2 
ra- deu, iri a dun, s Griot alf 
$1644 & pig bens dh dry Farms pv 
Sen, Mur in - "Tis Ng r- rie, "tos i mig. 
00s r a0 Aid Herauß, arTUTETE AH, eon, 
Ide it edis n 2a7g AnaTa. Herron enim ve. 
ro magilris veſtris fidem non habeo, qui non af. 
ſentiuntur bene interpretationem a Septuagints, qui 
apud: Aeypptiorum Regen Ptolemaum fuere » ſemio- 
ribys' eſſe inſtitutant, [ed ipſi itterpretars & ex- 
ponere ſenipiuras contengdunt, Ac quod illi multos 
F integros prorſus locus illarum ex: tranflatione co- 
TOM, „ee fires f faut. 
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14. prenuntianum eſſe oftenditar + ſeire was: vols. 


wos locos, amnes negare, qui vella gent 
2 — habeo e 


FAR 


modi mentem non adhibeo, denn ex eis feriptu- 


is. o comfeſis adhuc ah vn halentur, 
te —— vel movendis vel 2 


peto, & quaſcunque apud us protuli, 


ſeitis excepto 


uſe of to many good purpoſes, but I ſhall on- 


ly conſider how far it relates to the preſent. 


It is therefore to be obſerv d, that in 2 lat - 
ter part of this Citation, Tuſtin Martyr tells 


the Jeu he's Diſputing with, that whatever 
Texts of Scripture he had hitherto alledg d in 
proof of Chriſtianity, were ſuch as were allowed 


by themſelves, z. e. Jews to have been both a 
Septuagint Tranſlation, and that, a true one 
from the Original. Now among the many 
Texts produc'd by the Father againſt his Ad- 
verſary, the Prophecies of Daniel make a con- 
ſiderable part. Is it not then manifeſt from 
hence, that both Fuſtin Martyr aſſerts a 
tuagint Tranſlation .of and "liar the 
Fews. themſelves: allow'd it to be fo? Now 


mou Authority will our Author oppoſe to 


et ; this; , 


quod de dictione araculi zl, e 
virgo in utero concipiet, contradicitis, uidlum 
eſſe aſſerentes, Ecce Juvencula in utero» conci- 
pict. This is a Paſſage which may be made 


(29) 
u Which alone is great enough to over- 
throw out Authors Objection, but in conjun- 


ction with others, 1 hope cannot fal of _— 
it effectually. 


Object. 5. 


D1vERsS matters of Fact are ſpoken of 
in the Book of Daniel, in the way of Prophe- 
cy, with the clearneſs of Hiſtory, from Daniel s 
time, to the times of Antiochus Epiphanes ; who 
is very particularly dwelt npon, and that with 
great and ſeeming freſh Reſentment, for his 
Barbarous uſage of the Fews. Which clear- 
neſs made Porphyry (who is allow'd by many 
Learned Men, to have well underſtood and 
_ explain'd divers parts of Daniel, and to whoſe 
accurate explications, St. Jerom himſelf was very 
much oblig d) think Daniels Book to be writ- 
ten about the times of Antiochus Epiphanes : as 
the nature of things would determine any 
one to do, in reſpect to ſuch clear Prophe- 
cies; the Exiſtence whereof before the Event 
referr d to by them had no proof. The Author 
appears to be well acquainted with things 
down to the death of Antiochus Epiphanes, but 
not further. He ſeems much like the Author 
of the 24 Book of Apocryphal E/aras; who 
| appears acquainted with things done after the 
times of Jeſus; and who tho' he Perſonates 

Eſaras ; 


(zo) 


$faras5 and writes of things in the Way of 


Prophecy, yet his work is ſupposd to have 
way of Prophecy came to paſss. 


Anſwer, 


- HiTHERToO out Author has advanc'd ſome- 
thing of ſeeming weight and conſequence; 
but what follows, betrays ſo much Weakneſs 
and Evaſion, that it's wonderful how any ont 
ou d venture to lay himſelf fo open to his 
Adverſary, as our Author has done. He tells 
us that Daniel's Prophecies were deliver'd with 
the clearneſs of Hiſtory from Daniels time, to 
the times of Ant iochus Epiphanes, therefore they 
are not real Prophecies. Alas! What will be- 
come of Prophets if this be Reaſon ſufficient 
for rejecting them? Have not the Prophecies 
of Eſaiah, Feremiabh &c. been as clear after 
their completion as any thing in Daniel! 
St. Ferom gives us this Character of Eſaiab. 
Deinde etiam hoc adjitiendum, quod non tam Pro- 
beta dicendus fit quam Evangeliſta. Ita enim 
wniverſa Chriſti Eccleſieque myſteria ad liquidum 
proſecutus eff, ut nom putes eum de futuro watici- 
nari, ſed de præteritis hiſtoriam texere. What 
can our Author well ſay more of Daniel? But 
how does the clearneſs of Prophecies prove 
them in it ſelf to be no Prophecies? Is there 


any 


{ 33) 
any difficulty. or. abſurdity, in fuppoſing. that 


God who' by his infinite Forcknowledge, ſec 
thro” the valt womb, of, Time, and je 
furveys all the various productions of it in 4 
ſucceeding Ages, ſhou'd make ſuch Revela- 
tions to his Servants of theſe future Myſterics, 
as that being compar d with after-Eyents tl 
may then appear to be perfectly Hiſtorical? 
Surely no. And our Author being ſenſible 
of the ſmall force of the Objection, aims not 
to make any proof from it, but puts it under 
the Patronage and Protection of Porphyry, who 
was no bettcr able to defend it than our Au- 
thor, and was confuted long ago by Metheoais- 
us, Apollinarius and Euſebius who wrote parti- 
cular Treatiſes againſt him. z2ahj, There is one 
thing more to be taken notice of in the Ob- 
jection, which is this; the Author of the Book 
of Daniel, it is ſaid, appears to be well acquaint- 
ed with things down to the times of Antio- 
chus Epiphanes, but not further. This is indeed 
very diverting. Our Author himſelf firſt ter- 
minates Daniels proſpect in Antiochus Epiphanes, 
and then finds fault with him for not ſecing 
further. But, I imagine few there are that will 
concede thus much to our Author, that Daniel 
did not accotding to the repreſentation given 
of him, ſee with clearneſs beyond Antiochus 
Epiphanes. For 1ff, to Argue upon our Au- 
thor's own Scheme. Did not Daniel in Ne- 

VVV buchadneæ ars 


(32) 


buchadnezzar's Dream, foretell clearly tlie iii 
verſal Sway and Dominion of the 2 Em- 
pire? And did this Prediction take place in 
 Antiochus's time. or immediately at his Death? 

, Who will grant that our Author has 
prov d none of the Prophecies of Daniel to re- 
late to the firſt and ſecond coming of the 
Meſſiah, to Antichriſt, and the conſummation 
of all things? The Antients interpret them in 
this manner, and have ſuch ſtrong Reaſons 
on their ſide, that, I believe, our Author will 
find it a hard task to overturn them. He has 
indeed trod in Porphyry's ſteps, and left no 
ſtone unturn d, to ſhew that none of the King- 
doms foretold in Nebuchadnezzar's Dream, and 
Daniel's Viſion, can belong to the Meſſiah, and 
that the Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks, has 
not the leaſt reference to Chriſt. But our 
Author has not been more happy .in his Ex- 
plications than Porphyry was, and is. gravell'd 
with the ſame inſuperable difficulties. He has 
given a plauſible tho a very fallacious and er- 
roneous Gloſs to a great part of a Prophecy, 
but leaves out a moſt material one, as ſome- 
thing impoſſible to be ſolv'd by his Hypothe- 
- fis. He takes a great deal of pains, tho to 
little purpoſe, to ſhew that the fifth Kingdom 
in Nebuchadnezzar's Dream is the Roman, and 
not the Aeſſiah s, but does not concern him- 
ſelf to.make out how the periſhable and rem- 

porary 


(55 ) 

bra Kingdom of the Raaus can be fuch a 
one: a hat neuer be deſtroy, as ſball ftand 
för ever; a ſhall nos be left to other people. He 
ſeems to think it alſo as little incumbent up- 
on him to explain e, Steus that was cut out 
of the Monntain without hands,” and to apply it 
to the Romans in any tolerable Senſe. Again, 
he applies the Son of Man in Dauiets Viſion 
to the ſame Romas, but with lefs appearance 
of truth, and by the aſſiſtance of very mean 
ſhifts and ſubterfuges. He tells us that by the 
Image of the Son of Man the Author pays 4 
great Compliment to the Romans; which is 
as much as to ſay, that the Book of Daniel 
was written by no Prophet, for Prophets are 
known to deal very little in ſuch Compli- 
ments; and this in truth is to explain the Vi- 
ſion, not from the Text it felf, but from a 
ſuppos'd diſpoſition to Compliments of ſome 
unknown Author. He tells us beſides, that 
it was agreeable to the Fews way of under- 
ſtanding the Conſtitution of the Roman Govern- 
ment; which again, is as much as to ſay, 
that this Book was Written not by the Anti- 
ent Daniel but ſome later Author. So that 
theſe two Arguments entirely depend upon 
our Author's having prov'd this Book going 
under Daniels name to be ſpurious. But to 
omit Remarking on what our Author has ſaid, 
let ns obſerve what he ſays nothing of, and 
3 C | that 


Pg 


(34) 
that is, the latter part of this Viſion. He is 
not at all ſollicitous about accommodating, to 
the Romans 4 Dominion, .which' is an everlaſti 
Dominion, which ſhall not paſs away, and whic 
ſhall not be atſtroy d. Theſe ations he 
thought adviſeable to paſs over, as not per. 
fectiy ſquaring with his Expoſition. So again, 
in the Seventy Weeks, he is very large in re-: 
futing the ſeveral Calculations, and Epochs 
of Learned Writers, but makes it the leaſt of 
his buſineſs, in fixing his own Hypotheſis con- 
cerning it, to account for the numerous par- 
ticulars of the Prophecy it ſelf, utterly incon- 
ſiſtent with his application: Beſides all this, 
he pays not the lcaſt regard to Antiquity, who 
apply this part of Daniel to the Meſſiah, and 
who are, not withſtanding the good Opinion 
our Author may conceive. of himſelf,” much 
better Judges-of the deſign of Prophecies, than 
he can be ſuppos d to be, nor to the expreſs 
Teſtimony of Feſus himſelf; who in -44at. 
24. IF. lays thus to his Diſciples, Ora in 
DD BIerv yur us tenuactus mT pier NA Aarnya 
TY [le-OrTs, &c. When ye therefore ſhall ſee 
the Al omination of Deſolation ſpoken of by Daniel 
&c. Till therefore our Author will evince, 
that Daniels clear views terminate in Antiochus 
Epiphanes, this part of his Objection, will be 
look d upon as nothing better, than a meer 
gratis dictum without the leaſt Foundation or 
Authority. | ;  Objedl, 


(3s) 
object. 6. 


DaxiET is omitted among the Prophets 
recited in Ereleſſaſficas, where it ſeems proper 
to have mentioned him as a' Fewiſh Prophet: 
Author, had the Book under his Name been 
received as a Canonical Book by the Jews a 
when Eccleſiaſticus was Publiſh d; which is laid 
to be in 132 before Chriſt, | 


Anſwer. 


rs Objection, which is propos d by our 
Author very tenderly, is eaſily anſwer d Sick: 
4 having any recourſe to Fewiſh Falſificati- 
For 1 t, ſo long as the Book of Daniel 
5 to have been Tranſlated by the Seven- 
ty with the other Prophets, ſuch an Omiſſion 
of Eccleſiaſticus carries not the leaſt force with 
it. 244), There is not any deſign in the Chap- 
ter alledg d to give a Catalogue of Canonical 
Writers, but only to praiſe and commend pro- 
miſcuouſly ſignal Benefactors and Deliverers. 
ah, Together with Daniel are omitted Iſaiab 
and Eſaras, conſequently it proves 48 mack 
againft theſe as againſt the Book of Daniel. 
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( 36 ) 


h 7 . 


Jo: NATHAN» Who ſome. time before Jeſu, 
is ſupposd, to have. made the £ alaee Paraphrz 
ſes we now. have on the Books. of the Pro 
phets, has omitted Damel; from whence it 
ſhou'd: ſcem. 1 g Book of Daniel was not of 
that acc Prop with the Fews as the other Book: 
of he rophets were. IE" 


Anſwer, 


THERE. is AS we in, this Objection 

the former. F „ The Septuagint 5-4 
| lation of Dani — ſaid in the Caſe 2 
' boye, is of much greater Authority, than J. 
nat 2 ſuppoſing that be the Reaſon of his 
amiflion of Daze, which our Aut yon very 
ditidently lays ; add ſeem 1 to be. But 24h, 
This is far from appearing to be the reaſon 
of it, becauſe many others may be allign'd, 
and becauſe, a Paſlage of wits, docs, not 
permit it He in his 10. Jul. 
cap. 12. has theſe words. Akku, N Taydgos Tv- 
TS. 4,0 ud Jayudowurs Tis a cxpms Nc 
ber Aaurra 222. auth. en 4 of rin rah 
PO c rux U gon, 9 mes. * Toy 56 Ca 
Xxgo1or ruh % Mea e * Tay See 9 Ts 
r % T1/WTHOQS N fαν dj exe 7 


ap 


(97) 
(ua cone MN avYyY ye dures rah, 
epd gurat nap. nll LY. 4 1. A TETITEUXLUGY 


F dum, dri Aν¹νοοůaαεο T6 de. uod au- 
tem in hoc - viro precipud dignum oft pdmiratione, 
filentis non pr eteribimins ; oninis enim eximia felici- 
n ut Propheta excellentifſana ei conigit & per 
totam — vitam tam 2 Regen 


and does he We of the Book * Daniel, 25 
of one which was not of that account with 
the Fews, as the other Books of the Prophets 
were? 3aly, and /aftly, To this ſilence of Fo- 
nathan I oppoſe a et, Had Jonathan had 
ſo little eſteem for the Book of Daniel as our 
Author wou d infinuate, how comes it to paſs. 
that in his Paraphraſe on Ezechiel, where the 
name of Daniel occurs, he makes not the leaft 
Remark, by way of cautioning his Reader, not 
to ſet too great a value on that Perſon, or 
not to receive as his genuine Work the Book 
commonly going under his name? This in 
all probability he wou'd have done, if he had 
conceiy'd any ſuch Opinion, either of Daniel 
himſelf or of the Book of Daniel vulgarly fo 
FATS a our Author wou'd fix upon him. 

C 3 | Object, 


—_ =_ 
— 
FF 

* 


Mg, 


„ 


nn. 


E © 
— 


* . * 


— ES ts now” 


* 


I 3 


4 2 


( 38) 
r 184 N | b u $4KNJ TY 
” LARS 3 vv ohe, 1 E A, Tub 
\T; HAT part af, Daniel. which. is Wiitten.i in 
Chaldee is near the Style of the Old Paraphra. 
ſes? Which being Compos d many hundred 
Years after Daniels time, muſt have a very dil. 
ferent Style from that us d in his time, as an) 
one may judge from the nature of Language 
which is in a conſtant flux, and in every Age 
deviating from. what it Was in the former, 
And therefore that part could not be Written 


at a time very remote from the Date of the 
aden of thoſe Chaldee PROTONS ob } 


wi) N Ayſuer. 4 


Ix our "Jathos had but told us 1 the 
old Chaladee Paraphraſes differ d from the Ch 
dee part of Daniel, as he has, that they wer 
near the Style of it, he wou'd have ſav'd o 


thers the trouble of anſwering this Objection 


Tor thcir difference is ſufficient to place then 
at a great diſtance of time from one another, 
2 The Chalace part of Daniel, is an Songs of 
the old Babyloniſh Dialect of the Chalgee Lan 
guage" in its greateſt purity, and the old Che 
dee Paraphraſes, are an Example of the Feruſ# 


am Dialect of the ſame e 7 EN i 
3 Halten. Proleg. 13. 10. c 
, 2 : came 


(39) 
came to be corrupted With Exotick words from 
the Latin, Greek, "Arabian; © Perſimn;” and other 
Lihgilages, 'as it began to be Ufter* Jonatham 
and Onkeby's time. Now what diſtinguiſh'd 
the püre f — — Dialect of the Chaldee Lan- 


guage from the Babyloniſh Dialect of it as it 
Was en in Daniels time, was the A 


of 'Hebrtw words only, which crept into the 


Chaldee Language, brought back by the Fews 
after the Captivity, by the Hebrew's being the 


age of the Church and of all thoſe that 
were bred up in Learning for its ſervice. This 
is the difference between the Chaldee part of 
Daniel, and the old Chaldee Paraphraſes, and 
this is the only difference that appears to have 
bappen'd in the Chaldee Language between 
Daniels time, and that of the Paraphraſes. 
How therefore will our Author prove that 
the:Chaldee part of Daniel, coud not be Writ- 
ten at a time very remote from the date of 
the Eldeſt of thoſe Chalate Paraphr raſes? Bur 
beſides, I muſt beg our Author's pardon” for 
making ſome few Exceptions againſt his Ar- 
gument drawn from the nature of Language. 
For 1ff, It is by no means evident, that be- 
cauſe Language in'general may be Deviating 
in every Age, from what it was in'the For- 
mer; therefore no two Authors ſeveral Ages 
a ſunder may write like one another. This our 
Author will find not to be true in fact, if he 


C 4 wou'd 


44) 
woud but compare Hierve/es; with Flas and 
Teadbret with „ or With ann. ther 
Attick Writer. 24, Out Author 3 Ins thi 
„ times, a6 K it held 
equally and unctringly in all. and in al cd. 
Yiſtant Periods of time. This like wiſr By ao 
mcans agrees with every ones own experience 

and information from others. Fer it id well 
known that the Raman Language was in 2 
much more conſtant flux than the Gracian, 
and the Grecian than the Oriental ones. Again, 
there are certain Pauſes and ftationary- Seaſon; 
in Languages, and thelc of very different durati 
ons in diffetent Languages, which cou'd- not 
be, if 1 were continually deviating 
and varying. Again, the variations of the 
Tame Language, in various Periods of time 
are widely diſproportionable, ſo that there h 
no arguing from one to another; a8 for in 
ſtance; this very Chaldee Language met with 
no other change between Daniels time and 
that of the Paraphraſes beyond the intermix- 
ture of Hebrew Words; But ſoon after this, 
it ſuffer d all the groſs adulteratiems 1 have 
mention'd above. What therefore wou d ou 
Author's Objection conclude againſt the Book 
of | DA wore On hs. only MPs wat 
to it! >. 1 Eh Fa 
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ITA Fews Were grant Competrs'of Baoks 
under the! names et their renowned: Prophets, 
to 40: thetaſeives. honour, and particnlariy un- 
der the name of Diel, 0 whom chert arc 
ſeveral pieces falſly attributed, which are yet 
extant,” as the Song: of the three Children, and 
the Stories of Suſanna and the two Elders, and 
of ul wad the Dragon ; and the BOOK of Da- 
viel ſocms Compos d 10 do Honour to che 
Jews, in the Perſon of Dame, in making 
a2 ;Zew ſuperiour to the Challeum, . Angicians, 
— ers and Wiſe-Men of Balylen in perform- 
onder, in explaining dark — and 
foretelling future Events; and eſpecially in the 
Science of Dreams; which have been th 
to be Diyine, and to proceed from dhe Deiry 
ky moſt Mavens of che World. 


| ale, 


Out 88 I think, argues in the fir 
part of this — Afice this m this manner. D. 
miel had ſcycral pieces falſely attributed to 
him, #herefore the Book which all Ages have 
generally attributed to him as genuine, feems 
to be likewiſe falſely attributed to him. Does 

ne. toe, anteater 
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(42) 
this is, and of what dangerous conſequence it 
wou'd be if admitted to almoſt all antient Wri- 
ters? In the ſecond part of it a great many things 
ſeem likely to pur Author, which are anſwer d 
only by ſaying. that to the preceding Ages. 
and to the more Judicious part of che preſent, 
there ſcem nothing of allt. 
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Tux Author of the Book of Daniel appears 
plainly from the laſt Chapter of his Book, to 
be a Writer of things paſt, after a Prophetical 
manner; and to have-liv'd after divers of the 
Events that he ſcems to Prophecy of; which 
was a method of Writing us d both among 
the Fews and Chriſtians as well as Pagans. There 
after he has moſt clearly ſpoken of the miſe- 
rable times of the Fews,- and their prodigious 
0 misfortunes under Aztiochus 'Epiphanes and of 
al the good times which were to follow on his 
. 1 Death; and in effect explains the Prophecy of 
4x the Seventy Weeks; adds, Bleſſed is he that 
54 avaiteth and cometh to the 1335 days (that is, 
| to the Expiration of the Seventy Weeks, and 
the Death of Antiochus | Epiphanes) But go thou 
thy way till the end be; for thou ſhalt reſt and 
ſtand in the lot at the end of the days) that is, 
thou thy ſelf ſhall live:/and be an eye witneſs, 
and ſee an end of theſe: things. And Toft 
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(143) 

bus in his Obſervations Le. 
niel ſays, He does not il things to come, 
like. the other pi Shu os "> es the times when 
the Gi <> war to 8 Which punQua- 
lity ſo uncommon to Prophecies can be o w- 
ing to nothing but the time of its Compoſi- 
tion when the Author cou d very eaſily place 
the things he treated of, in the auler of time 
when they men | 
NEO 14 of TAXES 

SRO 77 Anſwer | 


-Wazn our. Author proves. ho in the 
times of Antiochus Epiphanes, there was a time of 
trouble, ſuch as never 8 ſince there was a —_ 
even to that time, a 1 after the 3 | 
the Jews of them that ſlept in the duſt o 
the — _ ſome fo eve 8 Life, and 4 ge. A 
ſome to ſhame and everlaiing contempt ; and 1 
that were Wiſe. ſhone as the righineſs of the Fir. 
mament, and they that turn d many to righteouſ- 
neſe, as the Stars for ever and ever; when he 
| ſhews/that the miſeries of the Jeus under Au 
tiochus' Epiphanes were for a time, times, and 4 
half; and that theſe Expreſſions don't relate to 
the Perſon of whom in Daniels Viſion theſe 
ſame\Expreſſions are us d, and that the Perſon 
in Daniels Viſion, of whom they are there 
us d, can be Antiochus Epiphanes; when he e- 
yinces that from the time that the daily ſacrifice 
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thirty Days; when 


(64) 
x63 ten away by Antiochas. ——— and 
the abominatios thas- maten ae folate 

| tas ſaua tires hundred 


makes it apprar that 
the terms bau ſhalt vr do not ſignify Daniels 


Death, 4 the words ſtand in the lot at the end 
of the Days, do not imply his Reſurrection, as 
Theoxotzon: Ras render'd it, and St. Fexom! and 
Theodoret underſtand it; when I ſay our Au- 
thor makes out all this, then ſome Ear may 
be given to the firſt part of this Objection, 
but not till then. As to the ſecond, there is 
ſomething very comical in it, our Author 
makes uſe of a Paſſage of Joſeplus, to prove 
the Author of the Book of Daniel to be no 
Prophet, by which Foſephus himſelf proves him 
not only to be a r OW a N extraor- 
N oth r ITY 
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Laer L That teh Book of Base bi 
weotc after ſuch Events as ſeem clearly re- 
ferrd to therein; yet like the Feuiſb Hiſtori- 
cal Books, it ſets th Facts very ary Mon 
and often contrary to other Hiſtorical relati- 


ons; as appears in -particular from what I have 


obſery:d; in relation to the Princes therein 
mention A,” and from the repreſenta- 
rien of Heahews talking and acting like Feu. 

and 
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Ads the whole Book i 18 Written ina pur 


tical; 8 

Style. U 
thrown Fews and Jans into the 9 
variety of interpretations, ſo they muſt for ever 
hinder any one 
perfect 


4 


reals, Style, A Dark, Emblematiczl 3 Enigma a 
„ Farabolical, and Figurativo 


hich two articulars, , as they have 


from giving himſelf or others 
n by any explication of it. 
To which I. add, that the way of repreſent- 
ing large ſcenes of Affairs by ſuch Images and. 
Symbols as are us d therein, is entirely unlike 
he Books of other Prophets and and the Books of 
the Old Teſtament, and is agreeable to the 
turn of Writing the Fews took up with when 
they had been new form'd in tha Schools * 
the Greets. 4 


| Anſwer. 


T 118 laſt Objection of our Anthor's indeed 
ſcarce deſerves any Anſwer at all to it. For 
one part of it is confutcd. by aſſerting the Au- 
thor of the Book of Daniel not to be an Hiſto- 
rian, but a Prophet; another by barely deny- 
ing, what is barely affirm'd; another by asking 
our Author whether the uſual Style of Prophe- 
cies be not Dark, Emblematicat, Enigmatical, Sym- 


bolical, Parabolical, and Figurative ? Whether 


Iſaiah and Exechiel do not repreſent large ſcenes- 


of Heure by Images and Symbols as well as 8 | 
mel? 
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all in ROW « Mer Fl oe 
1 miele and proves the 
Sher pas Gf His Ob ßeren, it mült dn 


1 as _nlffs'> Willst wuch attention being went 


„Thas Si, 1 have gong thro- "with * K 
anmnation of Our Author's: ( 
hope tho leB/to your far 
ir. performing ich, if 1 have not kept my 
— "FF within tlie Aficteſt bounds” of Deteney, or 
+ bipe dropt any Expreſſions that rH "argue. 
ay: ching of Confidence or Atrogatice} 1 
Von wou'd infpute_it_to. nothing elſe brit the 
* of the Caiſf, and to an unuſual heat 
and warmth raisd in me by obſerving this Au- 
thor thus cndcayouring to impoſe upon the 
World. *Soptiifiry for true Reaſoning and Ar- 
gumentatios, and fuch a ſhadow of” 7 * | 
tor we Subſtance e of it. . N 500 9 * 
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